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JeflFS. Jordan, Kim Collins '̂̂ ^̂ r̂n̂ iMQPî ^̂ ^̂  
Federal Election Commission LUUKwtL 
Dq)artment of Complaints and Legal Administration 
999 E Street NW 
Washington, DC 20463 

Re: Complaint No. MUR 6433 

O ... 
To the Federal Election Commission: 

^ Thank you for the extension of time granted to our campaign to submit a response to fhe 
Hi complaint registered by Andy Reilly, apparentiy for the Delaware County, Pennsylvania 

Republican party, but filed on letterhead entitied "Delaware County Republican Finance 
Coinmittee." This is our response, signed as an affidavit by me, the treasurer and candidate. 

We have been continually saddened by the acts oftiie complainant during this campaign and 
apologize for your having to review this case. It appeans to center nn a $100.00 cost of 
notarization of nominating petiticms. Because of the negligible amount in question and the 
amorphous nature of the claim, and because our campaign had stated by way oi responses to the 
media, tfaat all ti^e comolainant had to do was vifiŵ yw lfflt̂ t̂ •" •h*» rnmmKsian̂  tn gp*> .. 
the stated charge for legal costs, therefore the complainant had a duty to check tfaeir foots and the 
law before burdenuig all coacemed with their claims. If tfaey did, then their complaint is a 
sham. I attach a copy of the complainant's letter that was released to the press before the 
election. I ask an explanation why a new letter was then registered with you after the election. 

We deny fhe complaint in the entirety, other than some foundational statements regarding 
circulation of nomuiation papeis (petitions for lesser candidates are called "papers" in 
Pennsylvania), and a notarizing party, dqiositions, and some degree of troth to purported 
democrat party infiltration of our signature gathering, although the motives of any such 
infiltration caimot be quantified in any way conclusive. 

We pursue two different cases in Pennsylvania regarding the complainant one seeking 
completion, resmnption, and inter-coqperation between mvestigation the Pennsylvania Attomey 
General and Secretaiy ofthe Commonwealth, reg^urding debilitating firaud m the nominating 
petition of tfae complainant's candidate Patrick L. Meehan, 61 MAP 2010, and the second 
requesting recanvass of the votmg machines in this election due to reports of illegal activities in 



Citv of Pittsburg.. 109 A. 616.266 Pa. 97. Sup.1920. 88 of tiiese pages were tiiose pages 
collected by myself, the candidate, personally, and so I became concemed about the in-kind 
nature of the service, despite our inability to ascertain actual payment nor the payor, and we 
reported the contribution as m-kind, as part of legal costs in tiie October IS, 2010 quarterlŷ  
since I personally attained notarization at the notarization party, by producing these 88 pages 
and having them notarized, and this benefited tiie campaign. (We maintain however that ffais 
was not a charge made on tfae committee's behalf, nor made in consultation or amcert witii, nor 
at the comnuttee's or candidate's request or suggestion, and was, if paid, done in bad faith toad 
malicious intent.) The disbursement is part ofthe $ 1423.99 outlay for "Court Fees, Legal 
Printing, Legal Postage." That disbursement also includes notarization fees for 2 otfaer pages 
and candidate's affidavit filed with the petition on the day after the notarization party. The 

^ , campaign's legal fees are noticeably dinunutive, and so have a much greater percentage of costs 
^ . for printing and mailing. Because I, the committee treasurer and campaign manager, untrained 

in the law, handle all campaign legal work pro se, our not granting myself any faourty legal fees 
is in line witfa Pennsylvania law which permits no reimbursements or otiier fees to pro se 

^ (untrained) litigants in any way, uicludnig in court awards of fees. 

O As to the other 30 pages notarized at the notaiy party, and 143. pages not notarized at tfae 
notary party, we reprint faere our memo conunent attached to our latest report of disbursements 
in the post-election rqport filed by us on December 14,2010: 

! " The committee wishes to uiformally report, as arguably in-kind contributions, tfae costs of 
notarization of all but two pages of candidate's nominating papers, which occuired between July 
20,2010 and August 1,2010, totalling at $ 672.00. Having not reimbursed these costs, the 
committee reserves the right to request treatment of these costs under the sections regaiding 
questionable contributions and possibly illegal ccntributions. The committee believes mereso 
that the costs fall outside of the scune of in-kind contributions, because they are not a chaige 

' Htttdtion'thex'uvmiriiteCVIidiaif'uiiî  • 
with, oc at the committee's or candidate's request or suggestioiL Also, existence of tiie costs >n a 
report would have deeply affected the election in a way fiaudulent and libelous, and in all 
likelihood irreversibly. The cireumstances caused the costs to be contested between the 
conunittee and individuals who paid tfae cfaarges, allegedly for surreptitious reascms. 
Declaration of tfae costs in a report also stood likely of affecting future litigation. " 

Simply put, since 170 tir so of said petition ("paper's") pages were collected by interlopers, 
tiiose pages cannot be in-kind contributions bemuse they wens not collected on behalf of the 
campaign nor in coeperatitm, consultetion, nor conceit with it Rather they were cotteetad by 
"volunteers" not allied with the campaign, but rather working for ulterior motives, and none of 
tfaose volunteers signed any agreement nor even a sign up sheet of any kind with this campaign. 
Fewer than five pages stand as collected by circulators who collected oh behalf or in ccmcert 
with the campaign, and notarization fees for these fall under the $100.00 in-kind reported in 
October. 



It is a fact that this matter remains under this comnuttee's careful consideration, and that we 
have found it necessary to add said memo text in support of tfais response now delivered, where 
otherwise we may have left the matter unrq)orted in any way, for tiie reasons stated. We missed 
tfae time sequence intended for reporting questionable contribntions but moreso, when the facts 
became apparent any "questionable" aspect rapidly became, without question, a conspiratorial 
aspect, one wfaicfa: hî  caused tiie notarization costs for tfae unwanted pages to remain unreported 
because tfae acts were not perfermeti in cooperation, non with the knowledge, of tfae treasurer, 
tfae manager, nor anyone in any leadership position witfa tfae campaign. No formal rejection ofa 
nebulously in-kind service is uitended by the law, altfaougfa the campaign is willing to do so. 

The notaiy whose charges have been reported as in-kind is not a campaign supporter, nor 
Nl. contributor. 
Hi 

p As Stated Ul part Ul the memo text existence of tfae costs in question, in a report, would 
yi faave deeply affected tfae election in a way fiaudulent and libelous, and in all likelifaood 
h irreversibly. Tfae cioeumstanoes caused tiiie costs to remain contested between Ifae eommittee 
£ and individuals wfao paid the charges. Reporting of the costs of notarizing (which are 
0 synonymons witfa tfae costs of preparing nonunation papers, in tfais case) would for tfae indefinite 
Hi fiiture open tfais and future campaigns of the candidate's to accusations of cdlaboration with 

another, opposing party and biased collaboration against tfae third party, neither of wfaicfa are 
true. 

We request any alleviation available pursuant to my proceeding for tfae duration as an 
untrained pro se, and pursuant to tfae fact tfaat this campaign is financially at tfae lower end of 
tfae scale of fund availability. 

Wa welcome, and uifonnaliy request tfae Conunission's Advisoiy Qpinien on any issue 
litaied hetttin, anti'would' requesticave'to file a mcnroraiiduin of tew regarding anyissHfrdeemed-
not sufficientiy discussed. 

To tfae extent tfaat tfae complaint attempts to address torts and allegations of collusion or 
conspiracy, tfaese are unmaterial. We are amazed tfaat despite tfae foct tfaat this sort of activity 
olten occurs in cooperation between political parties, in this case, where it was inflicted on a 
campaign in a concealed maimer, complainants' roar, now extending even to your office, bias 
resounded unceasingly. 

I, James D. Scfaneller, sotenmly afifinn and attest tfaat the statements made in tfais motion 
are true and eorrect I understand tfaat false stetements faerein are made subject to penalty of 
perjury. Swomtothisthe20̂ day of Januaiy, 2011. 



D. "Jim" Schneller 
Treasurer-Candidate pro se 
610-688-9471 

7 . cc: Delaware Ck>unty G.O.P., Patrick Meehan, Biyan Lentz 
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Delaware County Republican Finance Committee 
323 Wasi Front Street. Media. Pennsylvania 19063 

610-566-9375 
Fax:610-566-9377 
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October 27,2010 

Ofiice of General Gounsel 
Federal Blection Commission 
SI99B.StieetN.W. . 
Washfaigton,D.C. 20463 

To die Office of General Counsel: 0 
H 
Nl I am writing to formally request tfaat the Federal Elections Commission open an 
' 7 investigation into iUegyd campaign coordination and unreported' campaign contributions 
'7 related to the campaigns of iEtemocratBiyanR.-Lentz; operating un̂  
' ̂  name of Lentz for Congress, and American Congress Parly candidate James Schneller, 

operating under the JimSdindler foT'Congifess Campaign Committee Botti candidates 
are tumung for Congress in Pennsylvania's 7*̂  Congressional District agauist Republican 
Patrick Meehan.' 

In pubtic comments on October 19, Democratic candidate Bryan Lentz ststed thaf his 
campaign woikera and volunteera knowuigly and intentionally provided assistants to the 
campaign of Jim Schneller for purposes of fortfaering LehIz' own canipaign for 
Congress.'>. Specifically,.iiidividuals assoclaled with die Lentz campsign- including a' 
number of prcunuient Democratic Party officials, as well as Lentz campaign vohinteeis, 
circiilated nominating papeis on bdialf of Sdmeller's third perty Candidâ . 

Wfaen Lentz- was asked about fals tiiought process in lidping Schneller to get on the ballot 
fae specifically .stated: **! did not think it was a bad thing for the process of my candidacy" 
while acknowledging he-wanted to have someone nmning to Meehan's **rigfal" on the 
ballot. .. 

Had it not been for the assistance of these Democratic Party officials and Lente 
supporters - who collected 4»814 signatures -- Schneller - who collected roughly'3,200 
signatures - would have fidien fu short of the 4,200 statutorily required signatures to be 
placed on the ballot in the general electum. 

' Lentz* comments occuned in an edilnrtal board meeting witti die Detaware (bounty DaUy Tfahes, the 
.video of which cen be viewed at Ifae newspapei's vrebsite at 
hUp;//dl«tm|wi^lQ.bloMDot.eomy2GI(VI0/lentz-adinite.toiaM Leiilz* commente were 
also widely lepoiied by the Fhifaulelirfiia Inquirer, Politico, The Hill newqn̂Mr. die Associaled Piost and 
odwrmedia outlets. 



benefitted firom the notary's services that day as it was a requirement to be placed on the 
ballot Leatz, by his own admission, faas also benefitted fiom Scfaneller being placed on 
tfae ballot. Yet neitfaer Schneller aor Lentz report the $100 payment to the notsiy as an 
in-kind oontributiim or as a disbuisement fiom their campaign. 

Ftnthermore, given the extent of the Democrstic Party officials and the Lentz campaign's 
involvement in and coordination of tfae petition process for Schneller, I am concerned diat 
botii the party and the Lentz campaign have made fai-kind contributions to Schneller in 
exceiss of the reporting requirements. 

^ . Lentz is fbndofpouiting out that fais efiGnrts to place a third party candidate to furt 
^ , own pofitical career, although pediaps unethical are not illegjoL However, it is illegal to 
^ fail to nport in-kind oontribirtions in oKoesanf tfae required^ 
HI attempt oonoeal<!oordination and evade open lecoids requirements. I believe botii tfae 
Nl Lentz and Schneller campaigns ftuled to meet these requirenients and would like die 
^ to open a formal luvestigation into the matter. 

O Sincerely, 

H! 

Andrew J. Reilly 
Chairmaii, Delaware County Republican Party 


